
SHERI,,IOOD PLANNING COMMISSION
, AGENDA

August 7, 1979
7:30 p.m. at City Hall

The following items will- be consídered by the Sherwood Planning Commíssion.

1. Reading and Approval of Minutes of Meetings of July 10 & July 28, 1979.

Correspondence and Announcements

Request by Charles Mansfíeld for Annexation of Tax Lot 2SI 32D:1001 on
llil-sonvil-le Road to the City.

4. Request by Thomas and Elenora Jeffers for a Minor Fund Partition on the
S.E. corner of Lincol-n and I'Iill-amette Streets (Tax Lot 291 32LCzS00).

5 Request by Richard and Vírginåa Meyers for a tlinor Land Partitíon on E.
Divisíon Street (Tax l,ot 2S1 32AD:400).

6. Next Meet.íng Agenda.
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STAFF REPORT

July 23, L979

CITV CASE NO.: AN-79-01
SUBJECT: Propertt{ Owner Inítiated Petitíon for Annexation to the

city of Sherwood (fríple Majority MeÈhod.)
I¡QCATION: Vüilsonvill.e Road (Tax Lot zSL 32Ð : 1001; seê attached

\
. : map and legal description)

pgfÍrrolunRs: charles o. Mansfi.eld .i
Naomi FI" Mansfíe1d

APPT,TCABI.E STANDARDS FOR. REVIEVü

CITY: Sherwoocl Compretrensíve Ptan Policy Goals '-: -

COUNTV: Tüashington County Cornprehensive Framework Plan
Vfashington County Plannlng Folicy on'Annexation (adopted' g/7 /76') :"'

il¡,tso: LanLuse Framework Elc¡ment text (esp sect,Íon B) and máp"

; sTATE: I) I{CDC Goals and Guidelines; primari}y goals Le,.2o 3n,-

:. 11, and 14"
2) OAR 660-10-060 SEC IV B Specifying criteria that must

:r.- be met, for lands not subject to an acknowledged plan.
3) oR.s L99"49O (¡) (a) and 222"L7A¡ PMAI,GBC, guidelinês=ì'

for trlple majority"annexatíon proposal review- :

BASIC FACTS:
1. 'Current, County Zoning is RS-,-l- (Suburban Residential)
2. Parce1 Dataz 25 I32D : 1001 - 19"51 acres :

3:' Existing St,ructures/usesc SínEJ.e farníly Ïromeo barn and accessory
buildíngs "

4. Access : I¡'lilsonvítle 'Road (40 ' RVti 18 'FV)
5. Public ServicesB

VrÏater:. I'n line 300 ft. north of parcel on'Division Street-
'Sewer: ParceÏ will be served by the extension of an 8nn line

f.rom an approved suHivision to the nortTr of the
property (norot,í Rfdge) due f,or comptetion in 1981.

Drainagec Natural drainage'is to the north-east,; future
storm water facílities- are in adjacent subdivlsion¡J,';
to the north (Doroti Ridge; April Meadows III) are

- scheduled for completíon in 1980
parks and Recreation Facílitíesr Çommunity Park (StelLa ;

Olson) is 3/4 mj-. from the site' Schools: Sherwood School Dist'ri-ct' 88,T-

Fire Protectionc Tua1at'in Fire District"
Electrical, Telephone, and Police Servj-ces are available. '

6. Natural F'eatures
Soils: 80% Class III 20% Class II
Slope z 7-2O%
Vegetationa No signif icant vegetat'ion.
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CURRENT tA¡üÐ USE POLTCY PERSPECTTTZE:

1., 'city of sherwood: The city cumently has no adopted compre-

.. date of January J.980. fhe City has adopted two elements of, .'

the Comprehensive Ptan to datei they inctude the Citizen lnvolve-
.:_ ment Program, and the Comprehensíve Plan Foticy Goals. A finalI draft o'f .the Urban Growth Management. ElemênL has been give¡r .....' preliminary approval by the eíty CouncÍl. The policy goal- 'i:'
'. relat.ing to urbanizat,ion ca1ls for a phased growth plan which

among other features assigns growth prJ-onítíes withj-n the PIan-
- ning Area basectr on an anaiysis of growth faetors, regional and

. ' s'tate goals and policies. The Urban G]iow.th .Management PJän'

.: Ftudy- recently completed by the City in addressing adoptecl ..' policy goals identif ies the temit,ory to be annexed as needéd;to
-: meet urban land needs beyond 1985 based on eiLy projeetÍons a¡rd
:..: assumptions. (See findings'below) " The territory ís,qutsj.de-the

City's proposed immediate growth looundary

Washington Countys fhe territory to be annexed is designated,
'oUrban Intermediate" on thê County Plan. A plan .qmendtnent wöuÏd
be recjuired to redesJ-gnate the terrítory to be annexed.as :

'nUrloan" in order for the annexation to bê'in ionformahce wÍtÏÀ ....
the County Plan

MSD: Pursuant to Section I of the Land Use Ðramewgrk E1eruen-F.:

Text- Sherwood initj"ated a prcicess culrninating in the adoption
of an Urban Growth Boundary for the CJ.ty Ín February Lg77 " LCÐC
subsequently ruled that fÍndings support.ing the boundary were n

inadequate" The City has draftecl a Growth Management, PLan
which it.has submitted to CRAG supportíng Lhe present Urban
Growth Boundary, recommending an Immedíate Growth Boundaryo pri-
oritizing subareas for growth and establishfng growttl management
policies

Pursuant to critería ín the order invalidating f indings f,or ';,:

the regÍons Urban Growth Boundariqs, LCÐC has taken action
approving CRAG's 'ninterim immecliate growth boundaries.nn LCÐC

is currently considering action on MSDos Urban Gro\^rth aouàdary.
The terrítory in question Ís not within the ínterim ímmediate..
jrowth looundary approved by LCDC. Exceptions to Goals 3 and 4
are required until an Urban Growth Boundary is approved by tr€ÐC.
Requirements of GoaI 3 and Goal 14 will not be consídered
satisfied until criteria in OAR. 660-10-060, IV"B" are met ('eêa

f indings below) . R.equÍred findings must include those relating
t,o the availability of services, degree of present development
and demonstrated need for additÍonal urban land.
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5 Conformance to Statewide Goals
.'''.''.'

Goal- #L-2 Citizen Part,icipat,ion:... The City has doveloped i.t,s-'
urban growth policy goals and Growth Management Study using an
adopted Citizen Involvement, Program.'Growth planning to date:
has been closely based on detailed inventories, an analysis of,
alternative approaches, and co-ordinatíon wíth affected jur5.s-
díctions ¿ .i.,

Goal #3 Agricultural Lands (see f,iinding #4 above) " 
i

, Goa1p #It Pub1ic FaciLities e An orderly extension of urban-.- -

'utilities can be made to the area upCIn comptetion of an adj'aeenL
subdivfsion. I{owever, most, of, the 560 bui.}dable acres wíthi-n
th; city lÍmits are not property served. Lands within the Citlz
limits should be served prior to the annexation of addj-tionál
lands. - - .

Goal #14 Urbanization (see Current Policy Perspeetive and [r5-ndfng
#+ above")

STAF'F RE COMME I{ÐATTON

Baseet on the above findings the staff recommends that the Sherwood
City Council not approve the request. for annexation at this ti-me.
ft is further recommended that the Council advlse the apptican'u
that a need has been shown for arìnexat.ion of the property ín ques*
tion during the period 1985-2000 based on growth projeetíons and
analysis contained in the SherwsAfl-Urþery Gl:çw*th Iqanaqement -S-!ud-y- "
wàicn is available at City Halt for pubi.Íc review. An earlier need

" may be established if it, is found that assumptionsín the study or
growth priority areas warrant change " lrlhen adopbed later thùs
year, the Growth Management Elernent, of, Lhe Comprehensive trIan v¡il1
serve as the growth strategy for the City untj-l amended in nesponse
to changing data, assumptions or polÍcy" lthe applicant should be
further advísed that a Washington County Plan amendment changi-ng '

the property from 'oUrloan Intermediate'l to 'oUrban" is neeessarY to,
ac'hieve conformance to the County plan
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METES ÀND BOUbIDS DE
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lon

Begfnning ât a pòtnt f651.32 feet
Sgutheast corner of Secti'on 32, Tolrnshl p 2 Sguth, Range l- Inlest, Ia/lllanette
Meridian, Wastilrtgton County, 0regon' which pofnt ís on'ltþe centerLlne of
I^llLsonvílLe ttoad (C.R. No. '341)¡ thence North 660.00 feeË¡ thence East

198';00 fe
o
eti thence North 330.00 feet; thence East 871.00 feei; thencé

'soüih L3 15! ifest 1008 feet more or lesb to the centerllne of said.tr'lÍlson-
viLle Road; Èhence trùest elong'said centerllue of Ï^lilsonvÍTle Road 213.60

feei;'thence North 200.00 feeÈi thenee 'Ì{eeÈ'117.80 feeÈ; thence SouÊh

200.00 feeÈ to the centerlÍne o f sald !'Ij.I.sonvllle Road3 ,thence l¡iest along
beg{nnlngoafd centerllne of l^tfleonvflle Roed to the.Potnt of
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WASFilINGTON COUNTY
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING - 150 N. F!RST AVENUE

H.t t_LSBORO, O R EGON 97 123"

July 25, 1979BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
MILLER M. QURIS, Çhairman
JIM FISHERT Vice Chairman
VIRGINIA DAGG

LKF: fr

.PLANNING DEPABTMENT
LARRy K FRAZtER, AtCp. ôÞA, ÐirectQr
{503) 648 8761

x979 ,

þ1r. Todd Dugdale, Planning Di rector
Ci ty of Sherwood
.P" 0" Box 167
S he ruiood , 0 R 97 140

F"r Todd:

...-:The fol loting is províded in response to your noii f ication of JulY 23,

."'óf a pending ,annexatïon proposal for tax lot 1001 on map 251-32D"

Ë,
I

ir
I
i

{

I

i

¡

The parcel is designated Urban lnterned¡ate (Future Urban) by the !/as.hington
County Comprehens ive Frameworl< Plan, and it is zoned RS-1 :(Suburban Residential) '
It is also outside of the MSD ReSional lnterim lmmediate Urban Area

Since the sïte qualifies as "agricultural land" as defïned by LCDC Goal 3' :

and given the above facts, f inàings must be made in I ight .of Le DC Goals 14 ..

and 3, prior to or in conjunction with a land use act!on (annexatîon) which
would facilitate a non-agrïcultural use of the síte. The proper vehicle for
this consideration would be the ln/ashington County Plan Arnendment procedure,
whereby the timing of urban use would be considered in evaluation at a

proposed plan.amendment from Urban lntermediate to Urban"' Until this site is
designated (imnrediate) Urban by both the CÏ ty and County, in conformance wíth
MSD ánd LCDC criteria, th¡s annexation is premature.

Therefore, ¡f this proposal is submitted to the Boundary Comm¡ssion, the
Planning Department wi ll recomnpnd that the Board of County Commissioners
oppose the annexat¡on until plan considerations are resolved,

Thank you for notifyÌng us of this proposal, and
i nformed.

please continue to keeP us

'-¿rr/,/r,
Larry (. Frafrer, AICP,
Di rector

Donal d Carl son
S ue Kl obe rtanz
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STAFF REPORT
July 16, L979

CASE NO:
SUBJECT:
T,OCATION:
Appt tcamn:

5..

6.

mp-zg-or
Minor Land Partit,J.on
SE Corner of f,ínåo1n and Vtíllamette
llhomas and Elenora 'Jeffers

Street

is

(40 Rvü) ,.

'I

avallable.

AFPI,ICABTA SIAIüDARDS rOR REYIEW

ffiroveaminorIandpartitionshat1þe-base|<ln.."¡i
copplianceìwÍth criterla and standards ín the Shervrood Zoni,ng
arid Subdivision ordÍnances especialty ordínanêe 652 Artåcle !I
"tr-{ingr Land ParüitíonÍng. " '.'-,"-

BASTC FACTS
I.G"b zoning is R-l (7,oqo sQ.
Zl nxist,ing Lot Data: .

:;'' 2S 1324C : 800 s .37 acre "

ft,. 'þer dwelling unit)

ì Exist,ing structures,/uses
Single famítY home and garage

Propoged lot data
. Lot, A - 91372 sg. f,t.

Lot'B = 7 rOO4 sÇ. ft.
Access

Access to the ProPosed lots -Ls
' and rüÍllamette St. (45' Ff'I)

from LLncoln St,.
ñ.:

Public ServÍces
Ìrlater: A 12" line on !{ílläfnet'te St.
Sewer: An 8" line on trlíllamette St,.
Drainage: A storm'se\^ter on WíIlamette St.
Firer electrical, telephone, and políce. servicê

FI.IüDTNGS
1. Conformance to tÌ¡e Sherurood z.oniñg an$.$ubdívísion Ordinances.' The proposal conforms to applicahle provisions
2. Adequacy of Public services

AIl services are adequate . .' ';;

3. Adequacy of access ":

.: A. Access to the proposed lots are adequat'e.
B. An additional five (5) feet ís. required on LÍncoln Stf,ee

and V,Iillamet,te SLreet to achíeve the local street standard
of 25 feet, from center :

i

s

lr(
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Pg. 2

ftTÞFr RECOMMENÐATION
-!.'l¡e. staff. recommends approval. of the proposed minor
with tJre following condJ-tions I :,

,', 1. fkrat the apptlcant dedicate,an additio'rt+,1 5

: 2. fhat tire app}ícant record a waiver'of iemonstiánce
future street and draínage ímprovements to run tn¡itþ: land.on the ProPosed lots.

agaLnqt
the

:ri, :.
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cêsE No. :
Sug,mcr:
IOCATION:
Àpptrcamr:

STAFF' REPORT
.Tuly 16, L979

MP-79-03
Minor Land Partítion
E. Division St,.
Richard and Virginia Meyers

Public access to the proposed lot,s is
private easement abut,ting the end of E

,!
I

i
I
ì

I

ì
.l

,tl
ii¿

i
1

APÞLTCABT,E .S RDS FTOR RE \/TF:T^i

A decision to approve a minor land partitíon shal1 be based on 'i
compliance with criterùa and standards ín the Sherwood ZonLng
and Subdivision ordinance especíalt1r ordinance 652 ArEicIe VI
'iMinor Land PartitionS.ng". -:'

BASTC FACTS
1. Current zoníng is R-l
2:; Existing tot data:

(7,00Q sq:, ft. per dwellÍng unft)

25 1324D : 400 E I.64 acres
Exist,ing structures/Uses : Vacant.
Proposed lot data;
. Lot A'- L"44 acres
Lot,B= .2O acres

5"

6"

currently aton$
. Ðivisíon.

AccesS:
a 20'

Services
I¡Iater: fhe proposed loÈs do not have CiLy water" An I ínch

line is located approximately 12O feet from the
proposed lots

Sewgr: Tlee proposed lots do not have sev¡er service 'Etectqicat, Telephone, fire and poltce protection is
avai.lable.
Drainacre,: Developed drainage facílit,ies are not available.

FINDINGS . , .

1. Conformance to the Sherwood Zonirng and Subdívisíon Ordínance
1'he proposal conforms to applícab1e ordinance provÍsions
relating to lot size and desígn. (see #3 below) "'

2. Adequacy of Public services
i A. . An B" se\nler, an 8" water and drainage facilities will be

installed.in an extension of Ðåvisíon Street which will be
completed by developers of Doroti Ridge subdivision. ¡A¡re|

completed these facilíties will serve the proposed lots.
B. Etectrical, Telephone, fire and police services are adequate.

3. Adequacy of Access
A. In order to have the requÍred frontage on a public rightl-

of way, '25 feet including a 20' prívate easement along lots
2S I32AD : 400 and 401 will have to be dedi.cated to the
public. In the event the City Council does not redesignate
Division Street as a local street a total of 30 feet' wíII

i
fi



¡{P-79-O3
P9. 2

be required to provÍde for a,frlture collector stree€; ' -'
':"

B. Developers of Doroti Rtdge subdivísion intend to lmprove "',

the extension of, Dj-vision Street to' city specifÍcations. ::

s--TlFr ngcoM!,qNDeffiolüs . . -..:,ì::.:l

t?rb staff recommends approval of the proposed minor land partitS:on
wlËh the folLowing conditions
1. fhat the applicant dedicate either a 25 foot or 30 foot strèet
I . . and utility easement along lot,s 25 1324Ð. : 400 and 401. (width

. ' a"p"rrdent on City Councit action determining the. functtonäl' ''

9"=ign classification of Division Strelt:),
2. that a buÍIding permit for the proposed lots not be 9rântëd:-':::
-: I until full street and utility improvements are completed and

.,': accepted.by the CÍty along the proposed extension of DivÍsion:

" street by developers of Doroti Ridge Suþdivision.
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PI,ANNTNG COMMISSION
MINUTES

August 7, :..979

The meeting ïras called to order by Chairman Clyde List. Planning Commíssion
members present were Cl-yde Sanders, Jr., Norma Borchers, A1 Swenson, and Joe
Galbreath. Cíty Planner Todd Dugdale was also present.

The minutes for July 10, L979 \^rere approved as read.

MANSFIELD ANNEXATION REQUEST
procedure.

The necessity to revíew Lhe annexation request was questioned Ín lieu of
forthcoming LCDC decisions that may effect the applicants request.

Todd reviewed the staff report.

PROPONENT TESTIMONY
Dave Bryan of Bryan Engineering represented the Mansfields. He poínted out
that the county will never look favorabl-y at an annexation unless it is in
an urban area. Dave was refering to comment made in the staff fíndíngs
regarding county senítment to annexations.

Mr. Bryan noÈed all requírements for annexation have been met however, he
fel-t the issue of rtavailabl-e, buÍl-dablett land should be addressed. Focusing
on low density, he saíd that there are 138 acres that are designated buíldabl-e
and scheduled for development by 1985. The Mansfield pareel- ie planned low
density and is 20 acres and not included among these figures because it is
proposed for post 1985 development. Of the 138 acres Mr. Bryan noted that
only 40 acres are currently servicable. The largest parcel is under 6 acres.
The parcel in questíon is 20 acres and servicable.

Mr. Bryan deduced that the existing 40 servicable acres would be utílízed in
2 years. The remaining 98 unservicable acres would suppl-y the cityts need

Just 5 years. In conclusion, he noted thaÈ there is not enough low density
avaílabl-e untíl- 1985 for good planníng.

Mrs. Mansfíeld then spoke. She índicated the inÈent for the parcel- has
always been resídential development. It would consíst of streets and homes

benefitÍng Sherwood. She noted that the property ís well located both
regíonally and locally. The wel1- coul-d be donaÈed to the city, she saíd.

There was no opponent testímony

A1 Swenson moved to recommend approval of the annexatíon. Joe Galbreath
seconded. The motion passed.

The motion hras re-approved with the following findÍngs:
1. The property can be more economical-ly served than other lands withín

the Intermediate Growth Boundary.
2. The petítíon qualífies the area for triple majoríty annexation under

oRS 199.490 (3) (a) and 222,L70.
3. The property will accommídate an east-wesL corrídor south of Division.
4. The request ís in conformance wíth the plan.
5. Historícally, fårming has been poor.



P. C. Mínutes
August 7, L979
Page 2

JEFFERS MINOR I,AND PARTITION
Todd read the staff report and noÈed he would like to deleÈe staff recommendatíon
tfr.

PROPONENT TESTIMONY
Gary Buford represented Èhe applicants. His reason for representing the Jeffers
is a result of a previous MLP request in which he was the representitive. Though
City Engineer, no confLíct of interests was íntended. He reviewed the prevÍous
MLP and explaíned how it reLates to the existíng request.

Mr. Buford stated that the appl-ícant agrees with the st.affts recommendatíon and
is willing to compl-y wíth condítion.

There ïras no opponenÈ testimony.

Based on sÈaff findings 1, 2, and 3A A1 Swenson moved to approve the request.
The motion passed.

}4YERS MINOR I^A,ND PARTITÏON
Todd read the staff reporÈ noting that Divísíon ís now designated a 50t right-
of-way or Local etreet not a col-LecÈor as designated previousl-y.

PROPONENT TESTIMONY
Virginia Myers explained there proposal noting Èhat the extension of E. Cochran
wiLl be 4 paid by the Myers.

There r,ras no opponent Èestimony

C1-yde Sanders, Jr. moved to approve the request wíth all sÈaff f,índings
except the l-ast sentence in staff fíndíng /É3. Al- seconded. The motion
passed.

OT"TIER BUSINESS
Clyde Sanders, Jr.
reviewed.

then moved that the minor land partion ordinance be

Vlrginia Myers agreed pointing out that the procedure is expensive and time
consuming.

The motíon passed.

The next meeting was set for August 2L, L979.




